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U S. Departnent of Transportation
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Washi ngton, D. C. 20590

Subject: Notice of Proposed Rul emaking (Docket No. PS-122, Notice
1)-Gas Gathering Line Definition

Gent | enen:

ANR Pipeline Conmpany (ANR), a subsidiary of The Coasta
Corporation, 1s a ngjor interstate nat ur al gas conpany
conprehensively regulated by the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commi ssion  (FERC) . ANR operates nearly 12,200 mles of gas
pipeline facilities. The purpose of this letter is to provide to
you ANR’s comments on the proposed rul emaking.

Under the definition of gathering facilities currently in
effect and under the definition submtted to the Research and
Sgecial Progranms Adm nistration (RSPA) by APl and I NGAA in January,
1989, 2,200 miles of ANR’s gas pipeline facilities are classified
as gathering facilities in so-called "rural" areas for purposes of
Part 192. Most of these facilities transport gas from wellhead
separators to processing plants where the 3as I's dehydrated and
processed for the renoval of |iquefiable hydrocarbons so as to be
in a condition fit for customers.

The classification of these pipelines as gathering |ines has
never been a matter of dispute between ANR and state or federal
enf orcenent personnel. ANR is also not aware of any safet
concerns that have been raised that would indicate that additiona

Fafety requi rements shoul d be inposed upon these rural gathering
i nes.

However, the definition of "gathering 1ine" in the Notice of
Proposed Rul emaki ng was changed significantly from the current
definition and fromthe definition proposed by API/INGAA. Both of
those definitions were based upon the function of the pipeline and
therefore had identifiable relationships to safety concerns. The
proposed definition, for the first time since this matter has been
under consideration by RSPA, introduces as an elenent of the
definition whether the gathering Iine in question isS "subject to
regulation" by the Federal Energy Regulation Commission (FERC). W
faill to see howthis element has anything to do with the safe
operation of the line or any safety risks to society at |arge.
However, primarily as a result of the inclusion of this element in
the new definition, such definition will cause all of ANR"s "rural"
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gathering lines to be reclassified as transm ssion |ines.

W also wish to register our concern with the effect of the
proposed definition to elimnate gathering lines upstream of a
comm ngling point fromthe definition of gathering lines if they
are downstream of a custody transfer point. Since ANR in nmany
I nstances takes custody of gas at or near wellheads and transports
the gas to commngling points in gathering lines, the preem nence
afforded to custody transfer in the proposed definition will also

cause unnecessary reclassification of ANR gathering |ines as
transm ssion |ines.

|f the proposed definition is not changed, and assum ng that
Rule 192.14 would require pressure testing of these converted
pipelines, ANR will have to test its extensive gathering systens.
This will require the shut-in of approximtely 1,450 producing
well's, some of which are weak wells which may experience difficulty
in returning to production. These shut-ins could be for extended
periods of tinme. There will be considerable expense to ANR and its
custoners, both to qualify these lines as transmssion lines and to
operate and maintain them as such. There would al so be | osses of
revenue to ANR and at | east a postponenent of revenues to the
producers that ANR serves and to the States that tax the production
from such wel | s. ANR estimates that adoption of the proposed
definition would result in an aggregate conversion cost to ANR of
approxi mately $42,183,000 and that ANR would incur additional
annual operating costs of approximately $1,327,200. This of course
does not take into account the environmental inpact that pressure
testing of some 2,200 mles of pipeline may have.

ANR bel i eves that RSPA shoul d have stayed substantially closer
to the proposed API/INGAA definition. This definition represented
an industry consensus and was nore oriented to functionality. It
was therefore nore readily identifiable with proper safety concerns
of RSPA. W could find nothing related to enhancing the safe
installation and operation of pipelines in the "SUPPLEMENTARY
| NFORVATI ON' to support deviating as significantly as RSPA did from
the proposed definition and to bria% into the definition the aspect
of FERC regulatory jurisdiction which does not seemto have any
rel evance to safety purposes.

ANR does not consider the proposed rule to be nonnajor, since
ANR believes that its pronulgation wll require industry
expenditures in excess of $100 mllion. In the absence of any
denonstration of safety benefits fromthe proposed rule and in the
light of the cost incurrence that the rule wll apparently cause,
ANR respectfully requests that RSPA wi thdraw the proposed rule.

In the event that the proposed rule is not wthdrawn, we would
recommend the follow ng changes in the proposed definition to bring
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it more in line with the previously proposed API/INGAA definition
to avoi d an unnecessary reclassification of ANR’s "rural" gathering
systens and to clarify the definition:

1. In line one of the definition, delete the phrase ",except as
provi ded in paragraph (4)".

2. Fﬁﬁt|ons 192.3 (2) and (3) should be changed to read as
ol | ows:

"(2) If there is no natural gas processing plant,the nost
downst ream of - -

(i) the point where custody of the gas is transferred
to others who transport it by pipeline to:

(a) A distribution center;
(b) A gas storage facility; or
(c) An industrial custoner; or

(ii) the last point downstream where gas is comm ngl ed
fromone or nore fields in reasonabl e geographic
proximty to each other; or

(iii)the outlet of a conpressor station downstream of the
point of last conm ngling described in Section
192.3 (2) (ii) if conpression is required for the
gas to be introduced into another pipeline."

3. Section 192.3 (4) should be renunbered, changed to delete sub-
section (iii) and changed otherwi se to read as foll ows:

"(3) A gathering line does not include any part of a pipeline
that transports gas downstream -

(i) fromthe furthest downstream of the end points in
(1) or (2) in this definition; or

(ii) Froma production facility, if no end point exists."

At the very least, it would %Fpear that RSPA shoul d convene a
techni cal conference before proceeding further to nmake the proposed
change orany other major change in the existing definition.

W appreciate the opportunity to provide these coments.

Very Truly Yours,

SN g



